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(1) Real Party in Interest 

A statement identifying the real party in interest is contained in the brief. 

(2) Rela ted Appeals and Interferences 

A statement identifying the related appeals and interferences which will directly 
affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the decision in the pending appeal 
is contained in the brief. 

(3) Status of Claims 

The statement of the status of the claims contained in the brief is correct. 

(4) Status of Amendments After Final 

The amendment after final rejection filed on February 17, 2004 has been 

entered. e;~ter£u. 

(5) Summary of Invention /r-) - 
The summary of invention contained in the brief is correct. - • -. 

(6) Issues 

The appellant's statement of the issues in the brief is correct. 

(7) Grouping of Claims 

The appellant's statement in the brief that certain claims do not stand or fall 
together is not agreed with because the same arguments are presented for various . : 

i 

c 

groups of claims. Based on the arguments presented in the Appeal Brief and on. the- ; 
groupings of the claims in the final rejection, the Examiner recommend the pending 
claims be grouped as follows: 
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Group I: Claims 1,13, 21-23, 36, 38, 39, 42, 46, 57, 58, 70, and 71 
Group II: Claims 2, 15, 26, 47, and 60 
Group III: Claims 3, 16, 27, 48, and 61 

Group IV: Claims 4, 17, 28, 49, and 62 

Group V: Claims 5, 6, 1 8-20, 29, 30, 33-35, 40, 41 , 56, 59, and 69 
Group VI: Claims 7, 8, 50, 51 , 63, and 64 

Group VII: Claims 9. 52, and 65 _ 

Group VIII: Claims 1 1 , 12, 54, 55, 67, and 68 (Appellant did not address Claim 

1 1 in the Appeal Brief. However, the Examiner has placed the claim in this group as per 

the grouping of the claims in the final rejection.) 

Group IX: Claims 31 o;oup ;a: 

Group X: Claims 32 - j P x: 

Group XI: Claims 53 and 66 

(8) Claims Appealed --- 

The copy of the appealed claims contained in the Appendix to the brief is correct. 

(9) Prior Art of Record 

6,236,360 RUDOW et al 5-2001 

6,202,054 LAWLORetal 3-2001 
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(10) Grounds of Rejection 

The following ground(s) of rejection are applicable to the appealed claims: 
A. Claims 1-9, 11-13, 15-23, 26-36, 38-42, and 46-71 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rudow et al (6,236.360) in view of Lawlor et 

a] (6,202,054) . 

Claims 1,13, 23, 39, and 42: Rudow discloses a system and method for 
providing information to users of mobile (portable) units, comprising: 

a. Transmitting a wireless signal from an access point to a mobile unit (col 
18, lines 30-34); 

b. Receiving identification information from the mobile unit to an access 
point (col 12, lines 15-23); and r.nini; (r.cl 

d. Transmitting personalized information/messages- to the mobile unit (col 

4, lines 30-36; col 9, lines 35-39; and col 15, lines 42-50). - 

While Rudow discloses that the personalized messages could include 
advertisements, it is not explicitly disclosed that the advertisements are selected based 
upon past transactions of the user. However, Lawlor discloses a similar system and 
method for presented personalized information/messages to a user of a portable remote 
device and also'djscloses personalizingthe information/messages based on the user's,, 
past transactions (col 13, lines 42-59; col 15, lines 36-49; col 30, line 55 - col 31, line 
15; and col 39, lines 5-29). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to track the user's past 
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transactions/actions in Rudow and to select the advertisements/messages based on 
such historical data. One would have been motivated to use the historical data in the 
selection process in order to present a targeted advertisement to the user, thus 
enhancing the revenue realized by the system through advertising and promotions as 
discussed by Rudow (col 5, lines 55-58). 

While Rudow prefers that the remote terminal initiates the communication by - 
transmitting its identification information to the access point, it is also disclosed that 
"The traditional scheme for solving this problem is for the base station to call individual 
users (e.g. "Cart 82, where are you?"), and the cart to which the inquiry is made sends 
a response" (col 18, lines 30-34). 

Claims 5, 6, 18-20, 29, 30, 33, 40, 41; 46, 57-59, 70, and 71: Rudow and Lawlor 
disclose a system and method for providing information to users of rn^e i^p^^^y^ 
units as in Claims 1,13, 23, and 39 above, and La wl or further disdose^^foFraa^V 
being advertisements pertaining to banking services, loans, or any other good or service, 
as discussed in Claim 9 above. However, neither reference explicitly discloses that the 
access points are located in an airport or a hotel nor that the information is a travel 
itinerary. It would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made that the location of the access points and information provided . . 
would depend on the type of information providers in the system. In Rudow ,:the:access 
points are located around the golf course and the information being provided pertains to 
the golfer's game (i.e. distance from hole, etc.) or related advertisements/services (i.e. 
golf ball sale in clubhouse or personal messages to the golfer). Lawlor discloses that 
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the remote device could be used anywhere that there is telephone service (e.g. cellular 
telephone aerials). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to locate the access points in any desired 
area, such as an airport or hotel, and to provide information about goods or services of 
the particular information providers, such as travel agencies or airlines providing travel . 
itineraries, hotels or car rental agencies providing information on reservations, etc. One 
would have been motivated to locate the access points in airports or hotels in order to - 
target customers of such establishments, especially if the information provider was the 
hotel, an airline, car rental agency, or taxi service. The Examiner further notes that the . 
location and ownership of the access points does not in any way affect the steps used 
to provide the personalized information or messages to the user of the remote^yice,-- 
and thus has no bearing on the patentability of such a method and correspond^ - r 
^system. As^showrvby the Applicant's claimed plurality of embodiments, the method and 
system could be used in any number of locations and circumstances to include airports,, 
hotels, golf courses, amusement parks, shopping malls, or any other desired location. 
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Claims 2, 15, 26, 47, and 60: Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and method 
for providing information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claims 1, 13, 23, 43, 
46, and 59 above; and Lawlor further discloses that the past transactions include the - 
requirements, preferences and/or habits of the user (col 15, lines 36-49; cpl.3Qi.line 55 - 
col 31, line 15; and col 39, lines 5-29). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include such- data in 
the Rudow system when selecting the advertisements. One would have been - 
motivated to include the requirements, preferences and/or habits of the user in order to 
better target the advertisement. 

Claims 3, 1 6, 27, 48, and 61 : Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and method 
for providing information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claims, 46i;;;;:-. 
and 59 above; and Lawlor further discloses that the past transaction igformatbqjhve; p-d l 
includes information from which probable-future-actions by-the 

extrapolated (col 30, line 50 - col 31, line 15 and col 39, lines 5-29). Lawjor discloses. - .. 
the past transaction information including information such as the user's spending 
patterns. Spending pattern information is used extensively by the retail arts to project 
future spending by the individual. Thus, the inclusion of this type of information in 
Lawlor reads on the above limitation. Therefore, it would have been.obYi.pu.s4jQ.one ; = 
havirtg 6rdi"na'ry r skill iri^the art"aW 

the Rudow system when selecting the advertisements. One would have been 
motivated to extrapolate probable future actions by the user in order to better target the 
advertisement. 
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Claims 4, 17, 28, 49, and 62: Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and method 
for providing information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claims 1, 13, 23, 43, 
46 and 59 above; and Lawlor further discloses that the past transaction information 
includes information about past commercial activities of the user (col 15, lines 36-49 . 
and col 30, line 55 - col 31 , line 15). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include such data in 

the Rudow system when selecting the advertisements. One would have been 

motivated to include the past commercial activities in order to better target the 
advertisement. - — 

Claims 7, 8, 50, 51 , 63, and 64: Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and 
method for providing information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claims, ,li:4 ; & 
and 59 above; and Lawlor further discloses a plurality of information providers who hq r -.. : . 
provide the information based on the past transactions of the user (col 17, lines^?-^ 
and col 18, lines 12-17). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary. _ 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to receive information from such 
entities in the Rudow system when selecting the advertisements. One would have been 
motivated to include information from a plurality of information providers in order to 
better target the advertisement. 

Claims 9; 52,~and 65:" Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and-method for— 
providing information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claims 8, 51, and 64 
above, and Rudow further discloses that the advertisement (information) could be from 
the clubhouse or other advertiser. Lawlor also discloses that the advertisement 
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(information) could be for a loan (i.e. from a bank or financial institution) or "used to 
advertise any good or service." (col 39, lines 13-22). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made-that 
the information provider could be any entity wishing to present information to the user . 
One would have been motivated to include information from such sources as car rental 
agencies, hotels, restaurants, etc. in order to expand the utility of the system. 

Claims 1 1, 12, 54, 55, 67, and 68: Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and 
method for providing information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claims 1 , 46, 
and 59 above, and Rudow further discloses using the Global Positioning Satellite (GPS) 
system and local transceivers to determine the exact location of the golf cart (or hand 
held device) on the golf course and to transmit information (such as cjistancegto hpte, - 
recommended golf club to use, etc.) to the golfer based on the location; oithe golf-cart- :: 
(col 6, lines 53-55): the system-also can be used to transmit other informatipnao^he—; 
golfer, such as advertisements and personal messages. - •• 

Claims 21, 22, 34, 35, 36, 38, 56, and 69: Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system 
and method for providing information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claims 13, 
23, 46 and 59 above; and Lawlor further discloses that the information comprises 
promotions/advertisements based on the past transactions of the use.r:(coL13,. lines 42 T; -_ 

59y c'ori^nwse^gf 

explicitly discloses that the past transaction was a car rental transaction by the user, 
Lawlor s disclosure of using past transaction data would encompass any and all types 
of transactions to include car rentals. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
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having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to include such data in 
the Rudow system when selecting the advertisements. One would have been 
motivated to include base the selection of the advertisement on such historical data in 
order to better target the advertisement. 

Claim 31 : Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and method for providing 
information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claim 23 above, and Lawlor further 
discloses the user of the mobile device transmitting an inquiry and the information - 
provider transmitting information in response to the inquiry (col 15, lines 36-49; col 30, 
line 55 - col 31, line 15; and col 33, lines 58-66). Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to allow the 
user in the Rudow system to submit inquiries and receive responses. One woul^rjaye- 
been motivated to allow user inquiries in order to better target the information to^-t£|e ; : : 
needs of the user. ~ r->:- - T - 

Claim 32: Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and method for providing 
information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claim 23 above, and Lawlor further 
discloses the information provider determines if a service is required and provides the 
service to the user upon detection of the user within the monitored area (col 15, lines 
36-49; col 30, line 55 - col 31, line 15; col 33, lines 58-66; and col 50, lines 50-60)^ 
Therefore, it" would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill iriihe art^at the;Ume. 
the invention was made to include such a service in the Rudow system. One would 
have been motivated to include such a service in order to better meet the needs of the 
user. 
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Claims 53 and 66: Rudow and Lawlor disclose a system and method for 
providing information to users of mobile (portable) units as in Claims 51, and 64 above, 
and Rudow also discloses maintaining information pertaining to the topography of the 
network (i.e. location of access points/repeaters). The other claimed information : being. 
stored in the database, such as a directory of the elements coupled to the network (i.e. 
a list of the repeaters and remote device identification numbers), the characteristics of 
such elements, and performance and trend statistics of the network are alLwell known 
information that is usually tracked and stored as part of the network and database 
management systems and would have been obvious to add to the Rudow system. 
Furthermore, since this information is not used in these or any other claims, but merely 
identified as being in a database, the type of information stored thereinciS ir^nely^on-M .p 
functional data per se for which non patentable weight is given, ?. mr v\i 

(11) Response to Argument — 
A. Appellant argues in reference to Claim 1 that Lawlor does not teach the 
wireless access points generating a wireless signal to cause a mobile unit to generate a 
response (pages 6-8) and that Rudow does not disclose that the personalized message 
could include advertisements (page 8). Initially, the Examiner notes that in the final . : . . 
rejection. Rudow. not Lawler. was ci ted'as disci osi ng that a wi rel ess aeqess:ppiiiftb.™ 
generating a wireless signal to cause a mobile unit generate a response is the 
traditional scheme for solving the problem of mobile unit identification (col 18, lines 30- 
34). Therefore, whether or not Lawlor discloses the same scheme is moot. 
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Furthermore, as the Appellant cites, Rudow explicitly discloses that personal messages 
may be sent to the selected cart and that advertising or promotional messages may be 
activated based on the cart's location on the course (col 4, lines 30-36). Thus, the 
personal messages may be promotional messages J.e. advertisements. Rudow also. . 
explicitly discloses that each mobile unit will be identified with a unique ID number and 
that when a golfer checks out the cart his name is associated with the remote unit ID 
number and entered into the central database system so that "any personal messages 
that may need to be directed to a player during a round of golf can be communicated to 
that player's cart anywhere on the course" (page 9, lines 29-39). Rudow further 
discloses that this system "provides the course manager with the ability to send 
messages from the CMC globally to all golf carts on the course, or privately to a n , oc „ f „ 
particular cart" (col 15, lines 46-49). Therefore, Rudow enables the'course manager, : to; u 
send personalized messages; to include advertisements, directly to amndividual. cart-;, r 
and player based at least on the location of the cart and the identity of the player. • ■ 

The Examiner agrees with the Appellant's argument that Rudow does not 
disclose presenting any information to a golf cart or a mobile unit based on past 
transactions of the user (page 8). In the final rejection Lawlor . not Rudow . was used to 
show this feature was known, and motivation was given for combining this feature.with .. 
Rudow 'sl)~ersonalizea^mess^ plai^r7~AgainTth^ 
misconstrued the final rejection and focused on features the Examiner has admitted as 
not being disclosed in one of the references, but that was disclosed in the other 
reference. Thus, the only feature in Claim 1 that was not explicitly found in the main 
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reference (Rudow) was the feature of the personal message being based on past 
transactions of the user. This feature was disclosed in Lawlor as a method of selecting 
a personal message (advertisement) for the user of the mobile unit, which would have 
been obvious to incorporate into the Rudow personal message system. 

In response to the Appellant's argument that Rudow and Lawlor cannot be 
analogous art because Rudow pertains to golf courses and Lawlor pertains to banking 
and financial services, the Examiner notes that both references disclose systems for 
presenting personalized messages to a specific mobile unit and that it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill to look to other personal messages systems when 
attempting to develop a personalized message system. 

B. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 2 that Rudow does not teach;"thaj L 
personalized messages or any messages are based on past transactions i .of a^userf,: 
which "include on or more of requirements-preferences, and habits of feage : ~ : 
10). The Applicant is again arguing against the wrong reference. The Examiner- notes 
that Lawlor . not Rudow . was used to show that this feature was known (Lawlor . col 1 5, 
lines 36-49; col 30, line 55 - col 31 , line 15; and col 39, lines 5-29). The motivation for 
combining Lawlor with Rudow has been explained in paragraph 1 1 A and in the rejection 
of this claim in paragraph 10A above. 
~ ~~ crThe AppellaTit argues in reference to Claim 3 that Rudow does not teach.:; - . 
extrapolating probable future actions of the user based on his past practices. Once 
again, the Appellant is arguing against the wrong reference. This feature was shown to 
be known using Lawlor . not Rudow . and the motivation to combine the references has 
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been explained in paragraph 1 1 A and in the rejection of this claim in paragraph 10A 
above. 

D. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 4 that Rudow does not disclose 
that the past transaction information include past commercial activities of the user. ; . 
Once again, the Applicant is arguing against the wrong reference. This feature was 
shown to be known using Lawlor . not Rudow . and the motivation to combine the 

references has been explained in paragraph 1 1 A and in the rejection of this claim in 

paragraph 1 0A above. 

E. The Appellant argues in reference to Claims 5 and 6 that Rudow does not 
disclose "motivation to place a gold course yardage and information system in an 
airport, hotel, or any other outdoor or indoor facility" (page 1 1 ). The Examiner nojes,, • ; u vi 
that these claims were rejected as being obvious over the two references. Lawlor A f: l-.-- 
discloses that the remote device can be used anywhere there is telephone service. ■-- ♦ 
Rudow discloses that his invention could be used, not only on a golf course, but also v - r 
"for mass transit, forestry, express package services, shipping, and other applications" 
(col 7, lines 5-9) and that it is "applicable not only to the golf market, but to many other 
markets as well. For example, unregulated 12 v power is readily obtained from many 
types of motor vehicles, tractors, aviation equipment, airplanes, and so forth" (col 50, - : : 
lihes~28-34). Thus, Rudow Hiscloses that-his system and method for transrnitting^TTjpifi/ 
personal messages to a remote mobile device can be used in a wide variety of areas. 
Since it is also disclosed that the central transmitter has a limited range (2 mile radius is 
given as an example), it would have been obvious to place the access points in areas 
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with a high concentration of traffic, such as airports, hotels, shopping centers, 
amusement parks, etc. As noted in the rejection of these claims in paragraph 10A 
above, the location and ownership of the access points does not in any way affect the 

steps used to provide personalized information or messages to the user of the mobile 

unit. The Appellant's own claims support this reasoning by claiming a plurality of 
embodiments in which the invention is used to present a personal message to the user - 
of a mobile device in a variety of locations and circumstances to include airports, hotels, 
car rental agencies, etc. (Claims 5, 6, 18-20, 29, 30, 33, 40, 41, 46, 57-59, 70, and 71) 
by a wide variety of users, such as car rental agencies, hotels, restaurants, airline 
reservation centers, banks, taxi services, and bus and train reservation offices (Claim 
10). 10). 

F. The Appellant argues in reference to Claims 7 and 8 that Rudow dpe^tAppeliant £ 
disclose a plurality of information providers coupled to the network'-to provi^ 

information through the network to the mobile unit based on the past transactionsofthe 

user (pages 13-14). The Examiner notes that Rudow discloses that the information 
(personal messages) being provided to the mobile unit of the user can originate from 
the course manager (e.g. notice to speed up play) or from a third party such as the 

user's office (col 15, lines 44-46). Rudow also discloses that the system .mo.d.misjjsed . ; ._ 

to receive' adveTte 

12, lines 50-52). Thus, the personal messages being transmitted to the mobile unit (and 
its user) in Rudow are coming from at least three sources - the course manager, the 
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user's office, and advertisers. Likewise, Lawlor also discloses a plurality of information 
providers (see the rejection of these claims in paragraph 10A above). 

G. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 12 that Rudow does not disclose 
providing personal messages based on past transactions of users nor that the 
information is further dependent on a known location of the access points arranged in a 
geographic location (page 15). The Examiner notes that the first argument about 
basing the personal message on past transaction of the user has been addressed in 
reference to Claim 1 in paragraph 1 1 A above. The Examiner also notes that Rudow 
explicitly discloses that in addition to using GPS positioning to determine the location of 
the mobile devices (col 1 , line 59 - col 2, line 62), other alternative means could be 
used, such as RF reflectors, diffractors, repeaters with directional antenna (col Jljipe 
66 - col 12, line 24), buried electrical wires which form a grid, radio direction finding, or ; 
triangulation (col 1, lines 42-58).- Rudow further discloses dividing the course irata.---*...^.* 
predetermined zones or regions and identifying the location of each mobile unit in — 
relation to its current zone or region (col 6, lines 44- 67). Finally, Rudow discloses that 
the location information of the mobile unit can be used to transmit a personal message 
to the user, such as the distance to the next hole, a map of the current or upcoming 
hole, or a message warning the user not to drive on the green (col 35, lines 35-38}. 

"Therefore, Rudow discloses the~features this claim-adds to its parent claim. — ^ ,-—->■ ;. 

H. The Appellant once again argues in reference to Claim 13 that Rudow does 
not disclose providing information based on past transactions of the user. This 
independent claim has been placed with the other independent claims in Group I (see 
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Grouping of Claims section above). The rejection and response to arguments in 
reference to Claim 1 above also apply to this claim. 

I. The Appellant argues that Claim 1 5 is allowable based on the arguments 

presented in reference to Claims 2 and 13 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 2 and 13 above also apply to this claim. 

J. The Appellant argues that Claim 16 is allowable based on the arguments - - — 
presented in reference to Claims 3 and 13 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 3 and 13 above also apply to this claim. 

K. The Appellant argues that Claim 1 7 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 4 and 13 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claim 4 and 13 above also apply to this dam . - , 5 

L. The Appellant argues that Claims 18 and 19 are allowable based on the 5 Anpeu? 
arguments presented in reference to Claims -5;- 67 and 1 a-aboV6-" - : Th6^i|jegti^<an'das9nt9d 

response to arguments in reference to Claims 5, 6-^and -1-3 above also-apply^to these 

claims. 

M. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 20 that neither reference ' 
discloses that the information being provided to the user of the mobile unit is travel 
itinerary information (page 18). As discussed in paragraph 11F above Jtwpuld : have :v: : 
been obvious to use the systemin many-areas, such asTairpbrtsv-hotels^hopptrjg-rtr.-— —-: 
centers, amusement parks, etc. The type of information being provided in the personal 
message to the user of the mobile unit does not affect the claimed steps involved in 
providing such a personal message. It would have been obvious to provide messages. .. . 
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which were pertinent to the user, such as Ru clow 's disclosure that the message could 
inform the user about conditions on the golf course, the weather, a message from his 
office, or advertisements. If the invention was placed in an airport or other "mass- 
transit" facility alluded to by Rudow (col 7, lines 5-9), travel itinerary information would 
be pertinent information. If the system was placed in another area, such as a shopping 
mall, travel itinerary information may not be so pertinent, or even applicable. Thus, the 
type of information being provided to the user of the mobile device would depend-on ~ 
how and where the invention was being used, but would not affect the steps performed 
by the invention to deliver such a message. 

N. The Appellant once again argues in reference to Claim 21 that Rudow does 
not disclose the message being an advertisement based on past transactions qf,,t|ie:c U ; 0 
user (page 18). These arguments have been discussed at length in the rejectiqn-andpj.;, 
response to arguments of Claim 1 in paragraph 11A above. " :: ?----nrc-" 

O. The Appellant once again argues in reference to Claim 22 that Rudow does . 
not disclose the message being an advertisement based on past transactions of the 
user (page 19). These arguments have been discussed at length in the rejection and 
response to arguments of Claim 1 in paragraph 1 1 A above. 

P. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 23 that neither reference ; 
discloses "a wireless access point scanning its coverage areata cause a portable-,-. .^x- 
computing device in proximity to the wireless access point to generate a response" 
(page 19). The Examiner notes that Rudow explicitly discloses that a traditional 
scheme to solve the problem of mobile unit identification "is for the base station to call 
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individual users (e.g. "Cart 82, where are you"), and the cart to which the inquiry is 
made sends a response" (col 18, lines 30-34). Thus, the wireless access point sends 
out a signal (scans its area) which causes a mobile device (portable computing device) 
within its coverage area to respond. (It is inherent that if the mobile device is not within 
the access point's coverage area, e.g. too far away to receive the wireless signal, it 
could not respond). ' 

Q. The Appellant argues that Claim 26 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 2 and 23 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 2 and 23 above also apply to this claim. - 

R. The Appellant argues that Claim 27 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 3 and 23 above. The rejection and resBpg^tRn rc f. 37 . : 
arguments in reference to Claims 3 and 23 above also apply to this claim. ; 

S. "The Appellant argues that Claim 28 is allowable based on the arguments,; 

presented in reference to Claims 4 and 23 above. The rejection and responseto — 

arguments in reference to Claims 4 and 23 above also apply to this claim. 

T. The Appellant argues that Claims 29 and 30 are allowable based on the 
arguments presented in reference to Claims 5, 6, and 23 above. The rejection and 
response to arguments in reference to Claims 5, 6, and 23 above also : apply ;to.these r _ : 
claims. ~ ~ — - ----- .■ — - ; ci^Trf^; - ~" 

U. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 31 that neither reference 
discloses that "the information provider transmits said information in response to said 
inquiry" (page 21 ). The Examiner notes that Lawlor explicitly discloses that the user is 
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given "the opportunity to request further information" and that "the advertiser can then 
immediately direct a sales response at the interested customer" (col 30, lines 60-67); 
and further discloses "A terminal user may then request further information" (col 33, 
lines 58-66). Rudow also discloses that the mobile unit includes a keyboard (or other 
input device) which allows the user to input a request for information, such as a pro tip 
(col 5, lines 20-25 and col 9, lines 8-14). In both cases, the user initiates the request for 
information, and the information provider transmits the requested information to the 
mobile unit. 

V. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 32 that Rudow does not disclose 
"that the base station or an information provider determines if service is required when a 
message is sent to the base station" (page 21 ). The Examiner notes that in the, pM$L 
the reference cited by the Appellant in his argument Rudow discloses that the gplfe|ean 
transmit messages which request many types of services, such as medical assjs^anqes } 
another cart, refreshments, etc.; or which may be a response to a query received from .. 
the base station. The base station will receive this message and determine which type 
of message it is; i.e. a request for service or a response to a query; and then respond 
accordingly. Furthermore, as discussed in the rejection of this claim above, Lawlor also 
discloses the information provider determining if service is required and providing the 
service to the user when theuser is detected within the monitored^rearrThus^bjDtll^; ;,_ 
references disclose this feature. 
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W. The Appellant argues that Claim 33 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 20 and 23 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 20 and 23 above also apply to this claim. 

X. The Appellant once again argues in reference to Claim 36 that Rudow does 
not disclose providing information based on past transactions of the user. This 
independent claim has been placed with the other independent claims in Group I (see - 
Grouping of Claims section above). The rejection and response to arguments in 
reference to Claim 1 above also apply to this claim. 

Y. The Appellant once again argues in reference to Claim 38 that Rudow does 
not disclose providing information based on past transactions of the user. This 
independent claim has been placed with the other independent claims, rift.GjgypJ, -.feggj-.u 
Grouping of Claims section above). The rejection and response to arguments,4rhr 
reference to Claim 1~above also apply to this claim. - - ..>.-. .^•--^ 

Z. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 39 that neither reference 

discloses the wireless access point scanning "its coverage area to cause a portable 
computing device within the coverage area to generate a response". This is the same 
argument presented in reference to Claim 23 above. The rejection and response to 

arguments in reference to Claim 23 above also apply to this claim. ... _ 

— 1 -.. AA." The Appellant argues in reference to Claims 40 and 41 that Rudow doesrnot 
disclose using his invention for a car rental agency or a hotel (page 25). The Examiner 
notes this is a similar argument as the one made above pertaining to Claims 5 and 6. 
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The rejection and response to argument in reference to Claims 5 and 6 also apply to 
these claims. 

AB. The Appellant argues that Claim 46 is allowable based on the arguments - 
presented in reference to Claims 1 and 23 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 1 and 23 above also apply to this claim. 

AC. The Appellant argues that Claim 47 is allowable based on the arguments - 
presented in reference to Claims 2 and 46 above. The rejection and response to - 
arguments in reference to Claims 2 and 46 above also apply to this claim. 

AD. The Appellant argues that Claim 48 is allowable based on the arguments _ 
presented in reference to Claims 3 and 46 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 3 and 46 above also apply to this claim. . piytJt , ,_ r , ; 

AE. The Appellant argues that Claim 49 is allowable based on the arguments Al ; 
presented in reference to Claims 4 and 46 above. The rejection and-response to c::r v..- 

° arguments in reference to Claims 4 and 46 above also apply to this claim. _ 

AF. The Appellant argues that Claims 50 and 51 are allowable based on the 
arguments presented in reference to Claims 7 and 46 above. The rejection and 
response to arguments in reference to Claims 7 and 46 above also apply to this claim. 

AG: The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 53 that nether reference 
discloses "a management information base for storing the' topology of the- network ; a JSi ,^ 
directory of elements coupled to the network, characteristics of individual ones of said 
elements, characteristics of connection links, and performance and trend statistics of 
the network" (page 27). The Examiner notes that Rudow discloses that systems were 
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known which use "buried wires in various layout configurations" and "radio direction 
finding or triangulation techniques" (col 1 , lines 42-58). It is inherent in these systems 
that the topology of the network is known and stored. Without such data being available 
to the system, it would be impossible for the system to "inform the golfer of gross 
features of the course and distances from specific markers to the pin or flag for the hole 
being played" (col 1 , lines 42-58)(emphasis added). As discussed in the rejection; of this 
claim above, the other claimed information being stored are well known information that 
is usually tracked and stored as part of the network and database management system 
in order to determine faults and failures within the network. As further discussed in the 
rejection of this claim above, since this information is not used in this or any other claim, 
but merely identified as being in a database, the type of information stojed,ih.ereia|s jn ; e . : , 
non-functional data per se for which little or no patentable weight is Q\vm-vj, ».uu ^"doia 

AH. The Appellant argues that Claim 54 is allowable based on the arguments ap- 
presented in reference to Claim 1 1 and 46 above. The rejection and response to - 
arguments in reference to Claims 12 and 46 above also apply to this claim. 

AI. The Appellant argues that Claim 55 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claim 12 and 46 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 12 and 46 above also apply to this claim*,.., 

AJ. The Appellant argues in reference-to Claim 56 that neither reference teacb.es, 
"that the past transactions comprise past rental car transactions of the user" (page 27). 
The Examiner notes this is a similar argument as the one made above pertaining to 
Claims 5 and 6. The rejection and response to argument in reference to Claims 5 and 6 
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also apply to these claims in that the location and type of merchant from which the past 
transaction information is derived does not affect the steps of using the transaction data 
to target (personalize) the message to the user as discussed in Lawlor . 

AK. The Appellant argues that Claim 57 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 23 and 46 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 23 and 46 above also apply to this claim. 

AL. The Appellant argues that Claim 58 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 1, 23, and 46 above. The rejection and response to 

arguments in reference to Claims 1 , 23, and 46 above also apply to this claim. _. . 

AM. The Appellant argues in reference to Claim 59 that the location of the 
system is in a hotel. The Examiner notes this is a similar argument as the one jjga,^,-,.^ 
above pertaining to Claims 5 and 6. The rejection and response to arguments in, r>; . - r ,- r 
reference to Claims 5 and 6 above also apply-to this claim in that the location of4he-~«,« 
system does not affect the steps of presenting a personal message to the user-of-a-~ - - 
mobile device. 

AN. The Appellant argues that Claim 60 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 2 and 59 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 2 and 59 above also apply to this claim. 

AO. The Appellant argues that Claim 61 is allowable based on the arguments /,;-. 
presented in reference to Claims 3 and 59 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 3 and 59 above also apply to this claim. 
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AP. The Appellant argues that Claim 62 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 4 and 59 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 4 and 59 above also apply to this claim. 

AQ. The Appellant argues that Claims 63 and 64 are allowable based on the ^ 
arguments presented in reference to Claims 7 and 59 above. The rejection and 
response to arguments in reference to Claims 7 and 59 above also apply to this daim. 

AR. The Appellant presents the same arguments in reference to Claim 66 as 
previous presented in reference to Claim 53 above. The same rejection and response 
to argument in reference to Claim 53 in paragraph AG above also apply to this, claim.. 

AS. The Appellant argues that Claim 67 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 1 1 and 59 above. The rejection and-response. tp 
arguments in reference to Claims 12 and 59 above also apply to this ojf^vants Jr." refer? 

AT. The Appellant argues that Claim 68 is allowable based on the arguments* An 
presented in reference to Claims 1 2 and 59 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 12 and 59 above also apply to this clairrc. 

AU. The Appellant argues that Claim 69 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 56 and 59 above. The rejection and response to 

arguments in reference to Claims 56 and 59 above also apply to this clajm, ■_. : . ; . 

AV. The Appellant argues that Claim 70 is allowable based on the arguments, tn 
presented in reference to Claims 23 and 59 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 2 and 59 above also apply to this claim. 
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AW. The Appellant argues that Claim 71 is allowable based on the arguments 
presented in reference to Claims 1, 23, and 59 above. The rejection and response to 
arguments in reference to Claims 1 , 23, and 59 above also apply to this claim. 

For the above reasons, it is believed that the rejections should be sustained. 
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